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Like all things, the agriculture industry has advanced throughout time, whether through improved understanding 
or technology to overcome problems, such as profitability, which is currently a huge concern in the industry. A 
potential approach to overcome profitability issues while maintaining sustainability is to manage farm land at a 
much smaller scale than at a farm or even field level.  This project aims to understand how using a yield raster 
map at a sub acre level and applying financial input data can create useful detailed high-resolution profit maps 
that can be used to increase future profitability.  Using two years of harvest and input data for corn and 
soybeans on a particular cooperator’s farm, the results indicate that soybean fields were unprofitable with both 
$9.00 and $11.00 commodity prices.  However, corn had more favorable economics than soybeans, and at the 
higher commodity price of $5.50 was almost always profitable at the field scale.   Results also showed that there 
were parts of fields that were unprofitable no matter what commodity price was used in the analysis. By 
avoiding row cropping the unprofitable areas and thereby eliminating the variable cost of production on those 
parts of fields, the overall profitability increased, even though these areas were not being farmed.  Managing 
fields in smaller scale units than an entire field allows producers to capture opportunities for profitability while 
increasing conservation if unprofitable areas are seeded to perennial grasses, for example.  Eliminating 
production costs in areas that are consistently unprofitable and utilizing those areas for conservation practices 













 INTRODUCTION  
The agricultural industry has changed drastically through time from using hand tools, to using GPS 
guided tractors, and using seed saved from the best-looking plants, to using advanced genetic germplasm. There 
was little to no pest control early on, and today we have advanced genetic manipulation to enhance pesticide 
control; and we have gone from little concern about the environment to environmental stewardship being a top 
priority, to name a few changes occurring.  Agricultural diversity has also shifted, from managing numerous 
types of crops and animals to more specialized production, where the focus may be on crops only or animals 
only, even going so far as to focusing on just one or two crops, which is corn and soybeans in Iowa.  The USDA 
NASS data from 1993 shows that 42% of all planted field crop acres were corn and soybeans compared to 56% 
in 2016 across the United States, thus showing an increase in cropping specialization (United States Department 
of Agriculture, 2017). With these types of changes, the mindsets have changed addressing bigger scale, i.e. field 
economic performance, to individual acre performance.  With the possibility of environmental stewardship 
being enforced and mandated by the government and profitability margins dwindling, it is time to change 
mindsets again.  We need to focus on improvements on small areas that increase the overall conservation and 
economic performance of the field.  By changing our way of thinking, many small improvements do 







A big challenge to the global population is producing enough food while protecting and maintaining 
environmental quality, as well as maintaining a positive economy for rural communities (Davis, 2012).  
Understanding the relationship between conservation and profitability allows for creating solutions to this 
challenge, especially in rural communities. Conservation agriculture’s goal is to make better use of resources 
through management of available soil, water, and biological resources, combined with limited external inputs 
(FAO, 2001).   When using conservation agricultural concepts over time, profitability tends to increase relative 
to that of conventional agriculture (FAO, 2001).  Making better use of the land/soil resources available to the 
producer is important for long term environmental and financial sustainability.  Land for which most producers 
have access typically varies from highly productive to that which is considered marginal for row crop 
production. With this is mind, marginal land is more vulnerable to degradation when managed incorrectly, 
especially with a continuous management scheme (Committee, 1997).  Even with more advanced management 
options such as tile drainage, fertilizer, and other advanced technological inputs, the land is vulnerable to lost 
productivity;  some of the marginal land could be classified as fragile in that it is more sensitive to certain 
management practices that speed up degradation (Committee, 1997).  
All land is subject to some level of erosion; however, as steepness and length of slope increases runoff velocity 
and sediment movement increase.  Over time, erosion hurts yield potential and soil productivity by removing 
topsoil which contains most of the soil profiles organic matter, and which may hold up to 50% of plant-
available phosphorus.  Similarly, potassium and nitrogen have complementary relationships with organic matter 
and consequently, the loss of topsoil decreases potential crop yield on those lands (Miller and Tidman, 2001).  
Addressing conservation and profitability benefits the producer, local communities, national/regional 






Table 1:  Benefits of conservation agriculture and their incidence level. 
 
Society placing more value on conservation and responsible business practices impacts the way the food 
market, consumers, and producers do business.   Consumption is no longer a passive acquisition of stuff; 
consumers are willing to pay more for food that is produced responsibly,  supports responsible business 
practices, and supports those who practice environmental responsibility (Pierce, 2017).  The implications of 







Adapted from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 2001. The 
economics of conservation agriculture.
x
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Recharge of aquifers as a result of better infiltration
Reduction in air pollution resulting from soil tillage 
machinery
Reduction of C02 emissions to the atmosphere
Conservation of terrestrial and soil based biodiversity
Reduction in on farm costs: savings in time, labor, and 
mechanized machinery
Increase in soil fertility and retention of soil moisture, 
resulting in long term yield increase, decreasing yield 
Stabilization of soil and protection from erosion leading 
to reduced downstream sedimentation
Reduction in toxic contamination of surface water and 
groundwater
More regular river flows, reduced flooding and the re-






FACOTORS OF PROFITABILITY AND CONSERVATION 
Land Use  
There are several key factors that affect agricultural conservation and profitability. How land use is allocated 
and approach to allocation directly affects land use change, and profitability.  In the United States, four major 
land uses receive conservation treatments: cropland, forestland, pastureland, and rangeland.  Conservation 
treatments on these lands address soil, water, air, plant and animal resources.   In order to determine the land use 
and the effects it has on environmental resources, the USDA (2015) uses a system called Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment (LESA).   “LESA is a system for combining soil quality factors with other external factors 
such as agricultural use of a site, development pressures, and other public value factors that affect the 
importance of the site for continued agricultural use.  Soil quality factors are grouped under Land Evaluation 
(LE) and external factors are grouped under Site Assessment (SA)” (Pease, 1996). National and local NRCS 
offices use this system to help determine the appropriate land use for a particular piece of land.  LE factors 
establish the relative soil characteristics and are used to help determine how productive a soil is based on 
National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) procedures of soil classifications.  Soil production potential 
and productivity ratings depend on a specific indicator crop or crops based on farmer obtained yields with these 
crops.  When several indicator crops are used to help determine ratings, gross returns or net returns on a farm 
can be used to help create an equal scale for classification.  The soil production potential rating system is based 
on using net return of a specified indicator crop so that soil limitations are less of a factor. The net return is 
defined as gross return minus management costs. However, in order for this system to work, it needs to be 
recalculated every few years in order to address changes with commodity prices.  The net return is based on the 
soil classification maps.    As seen in figure 1, the input costs and market prices are determined by a local LE 
committee for particular soil types for the area and then assigned a rating (Pease, 1996.). Although there may be 
some success using this rating system, the issue with this system is there is variability amongst the 






Figure 1.  NRCS soil survey map showing variability across the landscape (reprinted by permission of 
AgriData, 2017). 
  
Figure 2.  NRCS soil survey map (reprinted by permission of AgriData 2017) compared to a yield harvest map 





Using generalized data is problematic because the resolution is too coarse to distinguish areas of opportunities 
for change.  For example, creating variable rate seeding recommendations based on generalized data does not 
allow for opportunities to save seed or increase yield because the defined areas are too large to capture those 
minute opportunities.   In addition, using generalized data does not significantly expose differences between 
producers and their management strategies. Consider two different producers, one focusing on input use 
efficiency strategies and decreased input costs compared to another who invests significantly in inputs and has 
costs that are above average for the region.  Although yield level may be similar, profitability becomes a 
function of input cost.   
Land Use Change 
Land use change is complex as land use can and does change over time.  External factors such as governmental 
policies or market prices complicate this issue because they alter incentives that in turn affect practices such 
using as particular cropping and/or management systems.  Many environmental groups, economists, and 
ecologists think that governmental policies that stimulate agricultural production have negative environmental 
consequences, because more land is put into production (Lubowski 2006). As highly productive land becomes 
increasingly scarce, marginal producing land becomes more attractive for production. Economically marginal 
lands tend to be environmentally fragile, which is supported by previous research that provides evidence that 
sloping lands, as an example of fragile lands, are more susceptible to erosion than is less sloping land (Sanders). 
With this in mind, poorer soils typically require more nutrients to produce a desirable crop, if all other variables 
are equal. This means that there exists a greater risk for more soil and nutrient loss on these types of marginal 
soils (Lubowski, 2006.).  If production occurs on marginal land because of high commodity prices or because 
governmental policies encourage increased production, negative environmental impacts along with risk of 
financial losses, can occur.  Increased corn production in the upper Mississippi river basin has raised concerns 
over greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity, air quality, soil erosion, and water quality.  Many of these 
concerns stem from awareness brought on by water quality degradation and the Gulf of Mexico hypoxia 




in the Western Corn belt.   Conversion of grassland to cropland is having a negative impact on bird diversity as 
populations of grassland nesting birds are declining due to grassland conversion to row crops to capture high 
commodity prices (Wright, 2013) (Table 2).  
 
Year 1982 1992 2002 2010 
Land Use   
Hayland (Acres 
Thousands) 
14085 13946.6 13233.6 9851.9 
Pastureland (Acres 
in Thousands) 
2108.6 1789.5 2585.1 1541 
Table 2.  NRCS Hayland and Pastureland acre inventory from 1982-2010 in U.S.  (United States Department of 
Agriculture, 2013) 
 
Federal crop insurance policies also mitigate the risk of bringing marginal cropland into production (Wright, 
2013).  In the mid 1990’s, increased crop insurance subsidies motivated U.S. farmers to expand cropland by 2.5 
million acres.  The majority of this land was previously pasture or grassland, and by 1997, annual wind and 
erosion increased by 1.4% and .9% respectively (Lubowski, 2006.).  In much of the Western Corn Belt, 
grassland conversion rates to corn/soybeans are comparable to deforestation rates in the Brazil, Malaysia, and 
Indonesia (Wright, 2013). Increased crop insurance protection encouraged farmers to grow crops on land that 
carries more profit risk for that area.  For example, federal crop insurance has incentivized farmers to plant 
crops in the Western corn belt where the climate is characterized by a mean annual evapotranspiration that 
exceeds mean annual rainfall, which creates drought stress conditions (Wright, 2013). According to Lubowski 
(2006), “Small positive and statistically significant increases in corn acreage appear to occur as participation in 
the corn insurance program increases, though the magnitudes of these increases are very small.” Many of the 
acres converted to cropland would not be economically viable if it was not for subsidized insurance (Lubowski, 
2006.).  In other words, current federal crop insurance programs have promoted incentives to grow crops in 




disproportionate contributions to water quality degradation. Mitigating the risk on marginal lands without 
increasing sustainable practices on those lands due to the use of crop insurance needs to be reevaluated. 
Profitability 
The final factor affecting conservation practice use is profitability.  Producers understand profitability well.  
The more profitable a business is, the higher the return on investment and the more money that can be 
distributed to the shareholders.  However, if a business is not profitable then there are multiple financial 
consequences such as decreased cash flow, increased loans, and the possibility of losing the business. How 
producers measure profitability can have a major impact on how they view their agricultural ventures 
(Hofstrand, 2009.)  Producers may view their profitability based on several factors; however, most producers 
view their profitability on large scale factors such as whole farm operations or field level profitability. With this 
in mind, many producers fail to increase their overall profitability because they fail to consider utilizing small 
scale factors, such as managing land areas based on production potential. If producers considered viewing 
profitability at sub acre land parcels or smaller, their views would likely change.   This would allow producers 
to understand their land and adjust their management practices to become more profitable for a given field.  
 When you examine the relationship between land use, land use change, and profitability there is potential to 
increase conservation, and increase profitability.  However, to capture this potential, producers must look 
through a different lens. By viewing profitability in sub acre parcels of land, producers will likely recognize 
more opportunities. Based on this, management decisions made at a finer resolution may make huge impacts on 
conservation and profitability.   As coach John Wooden once said, “It's the little details that are vital. Little 










MATERIAL AND METHODS 
To understand the impact of analyzing land units on a subfield scale and its effects on profitability, the use of a 
raster map is needed. Creating a raster map using harvest yield data allows for a clear visual analysis and 
financial numerical analysis to be applied to the raster to help distinguish profitable land units from non-
profitable land units on the same field.  This process also allows us to identify changes that could increase 
profitability.  To create this raster map for this study, I used a common technique used by large producers to 
collect yield data maps from a combine monitor.  However, instead of simply creating a yield map, I used this 
data in ArcGIS to create a raster map.  By applying a financial equation of bushels per 4 square meters times 
commodity price minus all input cost to the raster map in ArcGIS, I was able to create a profitability map.  
Next, I was also able use the same equation in a modified form to understand how eliminating all input cost 
except land cost could affect profitability. It is imperative to create a profitability map so that producers can 
capture opportunities to increase their profitability while also remaining sustainable both financially and 
environmentally.  
I worked with a cooperator who had a John Deere 2030 yield monitor installed in his combine and had access to 
the financial input data for his operation.  I was able to extract the text and shape files (yield maps) from the 
monitor and import them into ArcGIS. Since the 2030 monitor records a yield reading every second, the yield 
maps needed to be put into a raster file.  A raster file is composed of many same-sized pixels. Without doing 
this, each data point had varying areas assigned to it depending on the speed at which the combine was 
harvesting.  I utilized the Geographical Information System (GIS) team at Iowa State University to help convert 
the data to a raster using ArcGIS’s raster creation software. Each raster cell is 2 meters by 2 meters or 4 square 
meters respectively, based on the suggestion given by the GIS team. In the raster creation process, to eliminate 
false readings yields that did not fall within 1-400 bushels/acre were eliminated.  Using the ArcGIS raster 
calculator, each pixel or yield data point was then converted from a bushel per acre figure that is given as output 




square meters and then multiplying the bushels by this percentage, in this case the percentage is .0988%.   Then 
the bushels per raster cell were multiplied by the respective commodity price to find the gross return per raster 
cell.  The total fixed and variable costs per raster cell were then subtracted from the gross return to obtain the 
net profitability per raster cell.  
(Bushels per Acre * .000988 * Commodity Price) – Total Cost per 4 Square Meters = Net Profitability per 
4 Square Meters       
Area within a field losing money was obtained by summing the areas of raster cells that had a negative financial 
return.  Net loss was obtained by summing the results obtained with the above equation across all raster cells 
that had a net negative return.  Had these areas been unfarmed, field profit would have increased equivalent to 
the net loss observed.  To understand how only variable cost plays a role in profitability, the total number of 
raster cells that had a negative financial returned were tallied then multiplied by the total variable cost per raster 
which is the amount of money saved by not farming these areas. While variable costs are included in the 
profit/loss calculations, the potential environmental impact of inputs - fertilizers, pesticides, fuel consumption- 
and water runoff/soil erosion associated with farming these areas is not.   
This project was conducted with 2014 and 2016 yields, since crop types were the same in each field. A 
complete financial input list and the summary of that data can be found in the Appendices.  Appendix A has all 
financial input data by field and year.  Appendix B has all fields by year, crop, and commodity price showing 
how many acres were profitable, breakeven, and un-profitable and the respective gross income per category.  
Appendix C has all color scale profitability maps by year, crop and commodity price showing areas of the field 
that were profitable, breakeven, or un-profitable. Financial data included the following fixed and variable 
inputs: costs associated with land, seed, fertilizer, herbicide, nitrogen, lime, fungicide, crop insurance, 
equipment, and drying. Two different price points per bushel for corn as well as soybeans were used to simulate 
various market prices.  For corn, the commodity prices were set at $3.50 and $5.50/bu and in soybeans the price 
$9.00 and $11.00/bu.  The output data is the net profitability per 4 square meters. This data is represented as a 




yellow, and green on the maps respectively.   Although there are standard curves for raster color versus grain 
yield, for this project we currently do not have access or permission to these curves because this software is 
proprietary to ERSI which owns ArcGIS. The GIS team and I contacted ERSI to ask for permissions, but they 
were not granted. The raster map data was exported to excel so that is could be summarized numerically. The 
numerical data is divided into three categories of loss, breakeven, and profit.  Within each category the total 
number of acres that falls within in that category is added together.  Based on those acres, a percentage is 
assigned to each category by dividing the specified category acres by the total acres of the field.  Each net 
profitability data point within the respective categories is also added, resulting in total dollars lost, null, or 
gained, as described above.  A minimum, maximum, and median net profitability per four square meters by 





















 The overall findings show that the fields were not profitable, especially for soybeans.  For corn, the 
profitability varied depending on land value, commodity price and year (Table 3).   With soybean acres for 2014 
and 2016, soybeans at $9.00 were profitable on only 29% of the acres. Increasing the soybean commodity price 
to $11.00 increased profitability to 50% of the acres.  All corn acres for both years were only 38% profitable at 
$3.50, but at $5.50 98% of those acres were profitable.  
 
Table 3. Summary of All Acres. Crop and corresponding commodity price can be found in the far-left column. 
The percentage of acres falling into each category of loss, breakeven, or profit by year can be found in the other 
columns. 
 





Table 4. Example of data set results giving farm, field, year, crop, and commodity price.  The min, max, and 
median net profitability per 4 square meters is shown.   The number of acres, percentage of acres, and dollar 
amounts that fall into each category of loss, breakeven, and profit are shown as well as total acres and dollars 
profit or loss by field. 
 
The color scale maps generated from ArcMap are categorized as red, yellow, and green representing a loss, 
breakeven, and profit respectively.  This color scale map of Farm A Corner can be seen below in figure 3. 
 
Figure 3. Example of a color scale profitability map generated in ArcMap showing either profitable (green), loss 
(red), or breakeven (yellow) units of land.   
 
When comparing fixed cost variables such as land values, whether owned or rented, the profitability increased 
as land costs decreased.  In Table 5 below, Farm B Home and Farm C East are both owned outright.   With no 




prices.   However, Farm A West and Farm A Corner are considerably less profitable (6-7% of the acres 
profitable), with the only difference being $300.00 cash rent on these two fields.   
 
Table 5. Owned Acres (Green Highlight) vs Rented Acres (Red Highlight) Soybeans at $9.00 commodity price. 
 
Land value affecting profitability can also be seen in Table 6 below, specifically when comparing land rental 
rates.  Farm A East in 2016 was rented at $300.00 an acre vs. Farm D West at $250.00 an acre. The $50 





Table 6.  Corn Profitability Determined by Land Values.  Farm A East is rented at a higher rate than Farm D 
West decreasing profitability. 
 
Certain areas of fields were consistently unprofitable in this project.  Areas of unprofitability varied year to 
year, yet the same areas were apparent across years.  Figures 4, 5, and 6 all show there are areas of the field that 





Figure 4. Profitability map of Farm B Home generated in ArcMap showing correlated areas of loss across 
multiple prices points circled in black. 
 
 
Figure 5.  Farm A East corn profitability maps across multiple years and prices points.  There are areas that 






Figure 6.  Farm A west profitability chart and profitability map showing the number of acres unprofitable as 
well as where those acres exist within the field. Profitable acres are highlighted in green and unprofitable acres 
are highlighted in red. 
 
Table 7 exemplifies eliminating all variable input costs for the areas that were unprofitable from Farm A East 
for 2016 yield data at the $5.50 corn commodity price.  Although this field overall was profitable, by 





Table 7. Net field revenue before (Red Box) and after elimination (Green Box) of areas losing money on Farm 





















DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The land chosen for this data set with multiple fields is highly productive ground with a combined average Corn 
Suitability Rating (CSR) of 77.1, yet yield variability exists, see soil maps in Figure 7.  
 
Figure 7. NRCS soil survey map showing all fields within dataset (reprinted by permission by Agridata 2017). 
 
During the 2014 and 2016 growing seasons, this operation had produced record yields due to favorable weather 
patterns in this location, which may be a limitation to the data set.   Considering the high productivity of these 
fields with favorable weather conditions, the lack of profitability seems problematic.  Both highly productive 




contradict this idea. In 2014, for Farm A West there were approximately 66 acres that were unprofitable to 
farm, even at the higher soybean commodity price of $11.00. In 2016, which was a better year overall for total 
field yield, there was still approximately 55 acres that was not profitable. If the grower was able to spatially 
determine spatial profitability over several years using visual profitability maps, this would allow producers to 
manage their land differently by understanding overall profit trends on their land. Growing different crops on 
those acres, or perhaps putting those acres into a government program such as the conservation reserve program 
could be a solution to concurrently increasing profitability and conservation. Crop diversification shows great 
promise for both increasing conversation and profitability. A field study done in Iowa from 2003-2011 showed 
that cropping system diversification enhanced not only yields of corn, soybeans and a biomass crop such as hay, 
but still maintained economic returns similar to a corn soybean rotation (Davis, 2012).   
Although it is not possible to put 4 square meters of land into governmental programs, multiple units are often 
next to each other, adding up to potential acres that could become eligible for certain programs.  As society 
improves their understanding of managing smaller land units, governmental programs, equipment, and 
technology will eventually adapt to create more solutions on a smaller scale.  Other researchers have suggested 
that placing perennial crops or land cover in strategic locations within a field would add ecological and social 
economical value beyond what traditional crops could provide (Asbjornsen, 2013.).  This notion is also 
supported by a model created by David Muth (2014) which subdivides a field into 100 square meter grids and 
then applied a 50-year profit average on those units. Based on his research, Muth (2014) concluded that by 
eliminating production (all inputs except cash rent) for the areas that were losing $250/acre or more, actually 
increased the field’s profitability by $29/acre.  A prime example of an area that should be considered for 
elimination of production in this research study would be on the Farm A East field, in the northwest corner. 
This area in the field has ponding issues that cannot be addressed without major expense to the grower due to 
the landscape position. Based on the results of this research project, even in high commodity price times, the 
area is still unprofitable.  By eliminating all input cost except land rent from production on the non-profitable 




By using profitability map trends, growers can predict their average commodity price which allows for 
profitability, hence creating a marketing strategy for future years. Using these profitability maps for predictions 
not only allows for marketing strategies to be formed, it also allows for changing crop type decisions to be made 
for rotation purposes. This would allow growers the ability to seek other markets for alternative crops. One 
limiting factor that was not included in the profitability calculations when the data was collected and analyzed 
in this study was the crop insurance payments the operation received.  In 2014 alone, the entire operation 
received $70, 201.60 in subsidized crop insurance. Some of the subsidies were for parts of the land that was 
unprofitable, but many of the subsidies were targeted corn acres that were profitable. The cost to purchase crop 
insurance was part of the profitability calculations and accounted for approximately 4% of the total cost per 
acre.  The harvest maps themselves are a limitation in that the yield calculated by the combine depend on how 
accurately the combine monitor is calibrated. This margin of error is difficult to calculate, but this equipment is 
what is commonly used currently.   
Future research opportunities could include expanding profitability research into other crops, wetland reserve 
programs, conservation reserve programs, or other alternative uses to understand how those systems can 
increase profitability across an entire operation.   Expanding the number of commodity price scenarios would 
also be beneficial to fully understand the breakeven point.  This information would allow the grower to make a 
more informed decision regarding crop types, crop inputs, as well as marketing decisions based on spatial 
productivity within each field.  Research on understanding how crop insurance payments affect profitability 
would also be beneficial to growers as well as for the government if changes to the system are being considered. 
Spatial differences on profitability vary across field landscapes, even on highly profitable farms.  Although each 
producer has their own definition for marginal land, desired level of profitability, and level of involvement in 
government programs, there is a consensus that some land should not be farmed, being profitable is the goal of 
all business, and that government programs can be beneficial. There are many constraints to increasing the 
profitability of a unit of land while increasing conservation practices; such as markets for perennial crops, how 




(Asbjornsen, 2013.) The increase use of newer technology occurring within the agriculture industry is 
improving the capability of software to view profitability in a user-friendly format.   Although there are 
advancements in technology, there is a lack of educational resources for technology to be fully understood and 
used by producers.  Many producers have expressed that they do not want, cannot afford, or cannot operate this 
new software, as well as the precision management tools to capture this data (Sparapani, 2017.). There also is a 
gap within government programs, specifically within the crop insurance realm that incentivizes farming 
unprofitable acres (Goodwin, 2012).   
The saying “the devil is in the details” seems to hold true in life as well as for increasing profitability, 
decreasing crop insurance payments, and increasing our sustainability as a whole.  If all producers and other 
parties involved with producers focus on the details of a field and move non-profitable acres to alternative uses 
that could improve overall profitably while helping conservation, producers will quickly improve all 
agricultural facets, including off-site impacts.  Although this research study does not directly look at the benefits 
associated with analyzing a farm based on a spatial profitability to all parties involved, future research could 
focus on this to support the benefits of small-scale profitability and how it impacts other components such as the 
environment, consumers, and government.  Although many solutions have been applied to profitability, 
production, and conservation, understanding the value of smaller land units compared to an entire field can help 
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Data Summary by field, year, commodity, and commodity price 
 
   
 





   
 




   
 





   
 





   
 





   
 





   
 
 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   








Profitability Color Scale Maps Generated in ArcMap. 
 
Farm A Corner 2014 Soybeans @ $9.00
 









Farm A Corner 2016 Soybeans @ $9.00 
 
































Farm A West 2014 Soybeans @ $9.00 
 







Farm A West 2016 Soybeans @ $9.00 
 




















Farm B Home 2014 Soybeans @ $9.00 
 







Farm C East 2016 Soybeans @ $9.00 
 






























Farm C South 2014 Soybeans @ $9.00 
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